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AWARD: 0664 

Grievant, a Parole Officer with DR&C, was removed for neglect of duty, negligence resulting in delay of work production, failure to follow written policies, and failure to carry out a work assignment. The Grievant in this proceeding has a history of failure to properly perform his job duties.

The Union argues that Grievant was never properly trained, supervisors have never reviewed the proper preparation of reports with the Grievant, nor has the Agency attempted to position the Grievant in a job where he could succeed. Moreover, the Union contends that it was not provided with information it considered proper in preparing for this proceeding. This suggests a predisposition against the Grievant and a deliberate attempt to remove him.

Management contends that Grievant was issued a Standards of Employee Conduct which informs the workforce of policies and responsibilities as well as clarifies and standardizes rules of conduct. Inspite of repeated admonition to the Grievant to rectify his job performance, he continued to pattern a neglect of duty.

Arbitrator Johnson found that in spite of explicit instructions establishing due dates for reports, the Grievant failed to accomplish assigned tasks in a timely manner. Repeated warnings and corrective discipline had failed to impress upon the Grievant the need for improvement. The fact that other officers submitted late reports or had case backlogs is insufficient to establish disparity of treatment. However, there is no evidence that the Agency attempted to determine whether there was another position which the Grievant could fill. Therefore, termination shall be upheld in the event the Agency concludes within thirty days that there are no jobs available for the Grievant within the Agency.
